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the influence admissible in his favor at his trial. With this case is a note collect- 
ing the judicial decisions, and also the opinions of the writers on the subject, 
concerning hypnotism. 

Prosecution under a municipal ordinance is held, in Ex parte Fagg (Tex. ), 
40 L. E. A. 212, to be only quasi criminal whatever the form of the procedure, 
and it is held that an ordinance cannot make it an offense against the city to do 
what is already an offense against the State under a statute and triable only in a 
court of record, where the constitution requires all prosecutions to be in the name 
of the State and by the authority of the State. 



Liens of Judgments of the Federal Courts. — In Bock Island, &c. Bank v. 
Thompson, 50 N. E. 1089, the Supreme Court of Illinois holds that under the 
Illinois statute declaring that a judgment shall be a lien ou real estate " situated 
within the county for which the court is held," a judgment of a Federal court in 
that State extends not only to lands in the "' county " in which the court sits, but 
in the "district" over which the Federal court has jurisdiction. Williams v. 
Benedict, 8 How. 107; Brown v. Pierce, 7 Wall. 205, 217; Cropsey v. Crandall, 2 
Blatchf. 341; U. S. v. Scott, 3 Woods, 334; Carroll v. Watkins, 1 Abb. 474; Shrew 
v. Jones, 2 McLean, 78; Batik v. Bates, 44 Fed. 546; 1 Black on Judg. 415; 
Freeman on Judg. 405. 

The case arose before the Act of Congress of August 1, 1888, regulating the 
lien of such judgments. 25 U. S. Stat. 357. By this statute such liens are re- 
quired to be docketed according to the State laws, if the latter require the judg- 
ments of State courts to be so docketed, and if, further, the State laws make pro- 
vision for the docketing of Federal judgments. 

In Virginia provision is now made for the docketing of judgments and decrees 
rendered by the Federal courts. Acts 1889-90, p. 22. 



Ignorance of the Law. — The Supreme Court of Georgia, in Byan v. State, 
30 S. E. G78, adopts the more modern and more sensible view that the maxim 
igrtorantia legis neminem excusat does not import that every man is bound to know 
the law under all circumstances. The maxim simply means what it asserts, that 
ignorance of the law does not excuse. That is, one who has committed a wrong or 
incurred a liability, civil or criminal, cannot ordinarily plead his ignorance of the 
law in justification or excuse. "God forbid," said Abbott, C. J., in 2 C. & P. 
113, 116, " that it should be imagined that an attorney, or a counsel, or even a 
judge, is bound to know all the law." 

In the Georgia case referred to, the wife of one who had been arrested for crime 
was approached by the prosecutor, who offered to have her husband released upon 
payment to him of a sum of money. Ignorantly relying upon this agreement, 
she paid him the stipulated amount. The husband was subsequently convicted 
of the crime with which he stood charged, and sentenced to imprisonment. 
Thereupon the wife swore out a criminal warrant against the prosecutor charg- 
ing him with being a common cheat and swindler. The latter defended on the 
ground that the wife was held as a matter of law to know that he had no 
authority to release her accused husband, and hence there was, in law, no decep- 
tion — since one cannot be deceived by a representation which he knows to be false. 



